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in Eastern Rajputana, as the "Malava era."    This does not sound
very plausible.
Accounts of Vikrama in the Jain chronicles. — In accepting Kiel-
horn's argument that the era was commonly called in early times the
era of Malava, not of Vikrama, we do not necessarily have to discard
the Jain tradition, altho, as has been said, most scholars seem actually
to have done so. It would be a perfectly rational hypothesis that the
era was founded by a Vikrama (or Vikramaditya, or the like), king of
Malava, in 57 (58) b.c., and that, because used only locally in Malava
by this Vikrama's successors for a number of centuries, it was com-
monly called the Malava era.1 It seems that the pattavalls, or lists
of Jain pontiffs (see e.g. IA. 11. £45 ff.), have the look of being in the
main as reliable, certainly, as any other native literary source of
Indian history (which, to be sure, may not be saying very much).
Moreover, they are checkt by seemingly independent calculations
based on dynastic lists (Biihler, IA. 2.362 f.), which by a wholly dif-
ferent series of numbers (namely the years of kings and dynasties)
lead to the same result — 470 years from Mahavlra to Vikrama.2
These dynastic lists are certainly not wholly devoid of historic basis,
for they mention, for instance, the perfectly historic Maurya dynasty,
founded by the great Candragupta, and date it with approximate, if
not absolute, correctness. I am not aware that there is any definite
and positive reason for rejecting the Jainistic chronicles completely,
and for saying categorically that there was no such king as Vikrama
living in 57 b.c. Do we know enough about the history of that cen-
tury to be able to deny that a local king of Malava, bearing one of
the names by which Vikrama goes, may have won for himself a some-
what extensive dominion in Central India (for we do not of course
need to swallow whole the characteristic Hindu exaggerations which
would make him a universal emperor) ? It does not seem to me, for the
reasons above stated, that Kielhorn has disproved such an assumption.
And I know of no other real attempt to do so. Most writers in recent
years have simply assumed the untruth of these Jainistic records.3
1	As a matter of fact, the total number of dates in which the era is so named is ex-
tremely small.   We should of course have to suppose, on this hypothesis, that the
name of the founder of the era persisted all the time, at least in his native land.
2	The Jain chroniclers must have been reasonably careful mathematicians, it would
seem, to make tteir two independent lists fit so perfectly together!
8 For a defense of the historicity of Jainistic chronicles, see BUhler, Ueber das
Leben des Jaina-M6nches Hemacandra, 4<n\; also Tawney,'Prabandhacintamani,
Introduction, p.v ff.

